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Appeal from the United States District Court for the Wstern
District of Virginia, at Big Stone Gap. den E. Conrad, Magistrate
Judge. (CA-96-193)
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Before WDENER and WLKINS, Crcuit Judges, and HALL, Senior
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Carlos P. Hale pursued a claimfor a period of disability and
disability insurance benefits under the Social Security Act,
all eging that he was di sabled due to back pain and nental health
probl enms. An admi nistrative |aw judge (ALJ) deni ed benefits, rea-
soni ng that Hal e was not di sabl ed because his nmedi cal problens did
not prevent him from performng several specific work roles in-
volving Iight work activity. The Appeal s Council adopted the ALJ' s
deci sion, and the nmagi strate judge affirned, finding that the ALJ’' s
decision was legally correct and supported by substantial evi-

dence.” See Craig v. Chater, 76 F.3d 585, 589 (4th Cr. 1996)

(“Under the Social Security Act, [federal courts] nust uphold the
factual findings of the Secretary if they are supported by
substanti al evidence and were reached through application of the
correct |legal standard.”).

Hal e now appeal s, asserting that the ALJ erred in concl udi ng
that he was not totally disabled due to his back pain and depres-
sion. Having carefully considered the record, we conclude that the
magi strate judge was correct and affirmon his reasoning. See Hal e

v. Apfel, Conmm ssioner, No. CA-96-193 (WD. Va. Jan. 30, 1998). W

di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions

" The parties consented to the jurisdiction of the nagistrate
judge under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(c) (1994).



are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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